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1 . The following documents (D) are referred to in this communication; the numbering wili 
be adhered to in the rest of the procedure: 

D1 • EP-A-0 809 244 (FUJITSU LTD) 26 November 1997; 

D2: EP-A-0 672 991 (INST OF SYSTEMS SCIENCE) 20 September 1 995. 

2. The application does not meet the requirements of Article 84 EPC, because claims 1 , 
4, 8, 14 and 18 are not clear. 

Claim 1 refers to a "unique identifier" wherein it is not clear in which respect the 
identifier is unique. Without an appropriate clarification, the subject-matter of clatm 1 
is not new in the sense of Article 54(1) and (2) EPC because document D1 discloses 
(see in particular coL 4, 1. 14 - coi. 6, 11 2 in conjunction with figs. 1 and 2) a 
recording medium (MO disc as target storage medium) comprising 

a first memory that is configured to store encrypted content material via a first 
wr-rte operation (main area for storing encrypted data from CD-ROM as master 
storage medium), 
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a recoftling indicaior that is configured to contain a unique identifier at each 
occurrence of the first write operation (storage medium identifier), and 

a second memo^ that is configured to store, via a second write operation, a 
secure item based on the unique identifier when the encrypted content material is 
stored (certificate code as signature generated sit central site based on storage 
medium identifier from target storage medium and contents identifier from master 
storage medium). 

However, when the unique identifier is clarified in that it is unique to the write 
operation (e^g. a counter that is configured to be incremented by a recofding device 
when the recording device recoitis the encrypted content material, as defined in claim 
3), the subject-matter of claim 1 does not involve an inventive step in the sense of 
Article 56 EPC i^ecause such a counter has already been employed for the same 
puipose in a similar recording medium, see document D2, p. 5, !. 6-47 in conjunction 
with fig. 2, "number of legal accesses left (LAL)". 

The same objections also apply to claims 4, 8, 14 and 1 8 defining the corresponding 
devices and methods for providing and rendering content material, respectively, 

3. The applicant Is invited to file amended claims, taking into account the points 
discussed above. Special attention is drawn to the following: 

To meet the requirements of Rule 27(1 )(b) EPC, the documents D1 and D2 should 
be identified in the description and the relevant background art disclosed therein 
should be briefly discussed, 

The independent claims should be drafted in the two-part form in accordance with 
Rule 29(1) EPG with those features known in combination from the prior art being 
placed in a preamble and with the remaining features being included in a 
characierijJng part. 

When filing amended claims the applicant should at the same time bring the 
description into conformity with the amended claims. Care should be taken during 
revision, especially of the introductory portion and any statements of problem or 
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advantage, not to add subject-matter which extends beyond the content of the 
application as originally filed (Article 123(2) EPG). 



